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Equal Rights 


Letting the Cat Out of the Bag 


the bag on March 5 in the course of the hearing before the Senate and 


1 HE New York State Federation of Labor certainly let the cat out of 


Kirkland-Jenks bill, which would exempt women restaurant workers fro 


Assembly Labor Committees of the New York State Legislature on om 


the provisions of the present night work law and permit women waiters in 
New York State to work after ten o’clock at night and before six o’clock in 


the morning. 


According to press reports, the State Federation of Labor censured the 
measure on the ground that it was an opening wedge for breaking down other 
Jabor laws and would throw 5,000 men waiters out of work if it secured 


passage. 


So that’s the way the wind sets! No longer the plea that the no-night- 
work law is needed to “protect” the health and morals of poor, weak working 
women, but straight talk, plain facts, this time. 

Five thousand men, says the New York State Federation of Labor, would 
be thrown out of work if women were to be granted the right to compete on 
equal terms with men for the jobs that they all covet. 

Which means, from the Feminist viewpoint, that five thousand women are 
now being deprived of five thousand comparatively desirable jobs through the 
intervention of this unjust, and we believe unconstitutional, piece of “pro- 
tective” legislation. Bold, we call it, and dangerous for the State Federation 
of Labor tu be so frank and honest, but delightful beyond anticipation. 

It is precisely what we have been saying all along, that labor men wanted 
protective legislation for women only, so that they could steal women’s jobs 


away under cover of chivalry. But we had not expected them to admit it. 


Thieves generally conceal the tools they work with and do not come out 


openly and proclaim their machinations. 


The health and morals of women, 


a little catch in the throat, a sob, a law; and five thousand decent salaries 
are neatly snatched out of the pockets of women waiters who need the money. 
A pretty kind of chivalry we call it, and on a par with the quality of “protec- 
tion” that men as a sex throughout the ages have given women. 

Who placed woman on a pedestal and for long years deprived her of the 
franchise? Who wrote the laws that gave the property and even the children 
of married women to their husbands? Who made the mother of the illegiti- 
mate child its sole natural guardian? Who devised the legal status of that 
most pitiable of all human beings, the bastard? And who now finances the 
institution of prostitution? The depressing answer to all these questions is 
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the same, our protectors. 


But men are better than their sex, as are also women, and the first step 
up is to substitute truth for hypocrisy. 

We thank the spokesmen of the New York State Federation of Labor for 
letting the cat out of the bag, and we applaud their honesty. 


| MEMBERSHIP OF THE WOMAN'S PARTY Thus social evolution proceeds by defining issues. 
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demands upon legislative assemblies for an equalization of the status of their 
sex under the law. 

This involves the introduction of hundreds of special bills to correct 
special ills. As the news comes in of their progress, passage or defeat, we 
appreciate with augmented fervor the importance of the Federal Equal Rights 
Amendment. 

What a volume of energy, what a mass of altruistic effort is being expended 
to secure Equal Rights, statute by statute, and State by State! It seems a 
profligate waste of our nation’s resources in intelligence and social mindedness 
when the same result could be so much more easily achieved in another way. 

Yet the State compaigns are priceless for, though our enemies do not 
know it, they are by their opposition to the Federal Equal Rights Amendment 
training up a veritable army of Feminists who will know how to use Equal 
Rights when once the victory is won. 

Meanwhile we regret, and at the same time rejoice, that our limited eight 
pages are inadequate to carry the whole current story of the Equal Rights 


campaign. 


OBJECT OF THE WOMAN’S PARTY 

The object of this organization shall be 
| to secure for women complete equality 
a with men under the law and in all human 
| relationships. 


THE LUCRETIA MOTT AMENDMENT 
“Men and women shall have Equal Rights 
throughout the United States and every 
place subject to its jurisdiction.” 


“Congress shall have power to enforce 


this article by appropriate legislation.” 
[Senate Joint Resolution Number 64.) 


Introduced in the Senate, January 4, 1928, 
by Senator B. Curtis, Kansas. 
Introduced in the House, May 18, 1928, 
by REPRESENTATIVES FReperick W. Macrapy, 
Pennsylvania. 
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Equal Rights Bills in Albany 


OMEN from every walk of life 
and every part of New York State 
appeared in Albany on Wednes- 
day, February 20, to support the three 
Equal Rights measures which came up for 
a hearing before the Judiciary Commit- 
tees of Senate and Assembly that after- 
noon. 

Madame Ganna Walska, opera singer 
and wife of Harold F. McCormick of Chi- 
cago; Mrs, Marcus M. Marks of New York 
City, wife of Manhattan’s former borough 
president; Mrs. Alexander McEwan of 
Albany, and Mrs. Lieber E. Whittie of 
Syracuse, State chairman of the Woman's 
Party, spoke in behalf of the Pitcher- 
Jenks Bill (Senate Int. No. 340, Assembly 
Into. No. 127), sponsored by the National 
Woman’s Party, to permit a married wom- 
an to establish her own legal domicile for 
the purpose of voting and office-holding. 

Olive Stott Gabriel of New York City, 
member of the National Association of 
Women Lawyers, and Mrs. Whittie spoke 
for the National Woman’s Party in favor 
of the Mastick-Goodrich Bill (S. Pr. 34- 
35-36-40, A. Pr. 168-169-170-188), which 
provides for mandatory jury service 
for women. The League of Women Voters 
and the National Woman’s Party ap- 
peared jointly in support of this bill. 
Mrs. Leslie J. Tomkins, chairman of the 


State Legislative Committee of the League 


of Women Voters; Mrs. B. C. Wooster of 
the New Jersey Vederation of Women’s 
Clubs; Mrs. Chauncey J. Hamlin of Buf- 
falo; Kathryn H. Starbuck of Saratoga 
Springs; Mrs. D. C. Colving, State. presi- 
dent of the Women’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union, and Emaline Johnson of the 
New York State College for Teachers, 
were among the speakers in favor of man- 
datory jury service for women. Senator 
Seabury C. Mastick opened the hearing by 
speaking strongly in favor of his bill. 
Mrs. Whittic and Anne Birrell Clark, 
the Woman’s Party’s legislative represen- 
tative in Albany, presented evidence in 
favor of the Mastick-Graves Bill (Sen. Pr. 
No. 304, Int. No. 33; Ass. Pr. No. 189, 
Int. No. 189) to give the mother an equal 
right with the father to the services and 
earnings of minor children and to sue for 
damages for loss of a minor child’s ser- 
vices and earnings, when such loss is oc- 
casioned by the negligence of a third per- 
son; and a joint right with the father to 
collect damages when action is brought 
on account of the seduction of their child. 
At the opening of the hearing on the 
guardianship bill, Hon. Rhoda Fox 
Graves, New York’s only Assemblywoman, 
who is one of the introducers of the bill, 
spoke comprehensively in favor of it. 
Senator George R. Fearon of Syracuse, 
chairman of the hearing, called speakers 


By Kathryn Miller, 
Executive Secretary of the New Vork 
State Branch of the National 
Woman's Party 


in favor of the Domicile bill first. Mrs. 
Lieber E. Whittic, as State chairman of 
the Woman’s Party, introduced all Wom- 
an’s Party speakers. Mrs. Marks presented 
the question to the committee as follows: 


MRS. MARCUS Mu. MARKS” ~ 
who appealed to the New York State Legislature 
on February 20 in behalf of the Domicile Bill. 


“Mr. Chairman and Members 
of the Committee: 

It has been a great disillusionment to 
those of us who worked for many long 
years to secure for women equality in the 
franchise, and have since worked in our 
political parties for party advancement, 
to realize that although women have been 
working for eighty years to secure an 
equal status with men before the law, 
legislatures are still treating them as a 
class apart and are reluctant to give them 
the rights which every man enjoys through 
the mere accident of having been born a 
male. 

In this State the general principle that 
a person of full legal capacity may choose 
his or her domicile does not apply to a 
married woman. By a fiction of the com- 
mon law the existence of the wife is 
merged into that of the husband, and con- 
sequently his domicile fixes her domicile. 
Unless a wife is separated from her hus- 
band for justifiable cause, she has no voice 
in the selection of her domicile. The hus- 
band’s domicile usually controls hers for 
even such purposes as voting, office-hold- 
ing and taxation. 

“For instance, Mr. and Mrs. Jones may 
live together in Syracuse. Mr. Jones may 


build a shack in Florida or some other 
State and decide to establish his legal 
domicile and voting residence there. Mrs. 
Jones may prefer to vote in Syracuse. She 
must, however, vote from her husband’s 
domicile or lose her vote. She would have 
to go to Florida to run for political office 
and would also be taxed there. 

“New Jersey has amended its law to 
read: 

The domieile of a married woman shall 
be established by the same facts and rules 
of law as that of any other person. This 


provision shall have application for the 


following purposes: voting, office-holding, 
jury service, testacy and intestacy, and 
taxation.’ 

“The Nevada law reads: 

The legal residence of a person with 
reference to his or her right to maintain 
or defend any suit at the law or in equity, 
or any other right dependent upon resi- 
dence, is that place where he or she shall 
have been actually, physically and cor- 
porally present within the State or coun- 
ty, as the case may be, during all of the 
period for which residence is claimed by 
him or her.’ 

“Pennsylvania gives to a married woman 
the right to her own legal domicile for the 
purpose of voting and office-holding, and 
Massachusetts, Ohio, Wisconsin and Vir- 
ginia for the purpose of registration and 
voting. 

J urge you to report the Pitcher-Jenks 
Domicile Bill favorably, but believe that 
the committee should amend it to apply 


to taxation as well as to voting and office- 
holding.” 


ME. WALSKA asked for an inclu- 
sive domicile law. She said, speak- 
ing with sincerity and conviction: 
“Mr. Chairman and Members 
of the Committee: 

“This particular bill before your consid- 
eration today covers a woman’s right to 
a separate domicile only for the purpose 
of voting and office-holding. I should like 
to urge you to amend the bill so that it 
will include legacy rulings and taxation. 

“I take the liberty of bringing my own 
case before your attention so that I may 
perhaps show how unjust is this point 
of law which forces a woman to reside 
legally wherever her husband may happen 
to be. 

“My own home is in Paris, where I have 
lived during the past ten years. Since 
my marriage to Mr. McCormick in 1922 
I have with his own consent maintained 
a separate domicile in Paris and have re- 
sided there continuously except for two 
short visits to the United States. I am in 
every sense of the word a resident of Paris 
because I own the house that I live in 
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there, and own and operate in my own 
right a theatre and perfume factory. And 
yet when I arrived in New York in Sep- 
tember the Customs Court held me liable 
for jewelry and personal effects on the 
ground that the old common law estab- 
lished the residence of the wife wien that 
of the husband. 

“The conception of the common law was 
that husband and wife were one. All 
property was the husband’s, the wife’s 
earnings were his, and the wife’s status 
was his. She had no rights, no choice, al- 
most no will of her own, Now a more 
enlightened and progressive conception of 
feminine rights is happily emerging. 
Women struggled for seventy-five years in 
New York State in order to secure the 
right to vote. Are they going to have to 
struggle seventy-five more years to secure 
every special measure of equality? I can- 
not see any reason why a married woman 
should not be allowed to choose her own 
domicile by the same facts and rules of 
law as those applicable to any other per- 
son. 

“Tt would seem as if this domicile rul- 
ing were deliberately trying to deny the 
old physical law that a body cannot be in 
two places at the same time. For al- 
though I live continuously in my own 
home in Paris, although I conduct all of 
my business affairs in that city, yet legal- 
ly I am still living in Chicago. Is that 
not strange and a bit ridiculous? 

“France, and in fact all of Europe, has 
its eyes turned on America. Over there 
they think that American women are the 
freest and most progressive in the world. 
They believe that if you give American 
women a complete legal as well as politi- 
cal equality, it will be an inspiration to 
the more backward countries of Europe 
to grant the same to their women. For, 
gentlemen, the measure which you are con- 
sidering today has already been adopted 
by some of the European nations, includ- 
ing England, Germany, Austria, Den- 
mark, Norway and Sweden. 

“T have always been eager to see all dis- 
criminations against my sex removed. 
And I sincerely hope that New York will 
follow the liberal example set by her sister 
State of New Jersey and abolish this old- 
fashioned and unjust domicile ruling.” 

Mrs. Whittie closed the hearing by cit- 
ing a decision by a Supreme Court judge 


at Tupper Lake, in which he declared the 


old common law regarding a wife’s domi- 
cile obsolete and not to be applied to resi- 
dent wives of inmates and doctors, etc., of 
the Army Tuberculosis Camp there, al- 
though the boys must still vote from the 
place from which they registered on enter- 
ing the camp. This decision is expected 
to be respected in other jurisdictions. She 
also pointed out that while it is the gen- 
eral rule in law that a person of full 


legal capacity may establish a domicile, 
the common law has assumed that the 
husband’s domicile determines that of the 
wife. Thus, a married woman may be de- 
prived of her right to vote at the place 
where she lives and where her interests 
actually are if her husband chooses to fix 
his domicile in a remote or inconvenient 
place. Husbands freely establish legal 
residences in States where the tax or other 
laws are more favorable to their estates, 
although wives may not advance their 
separate financial interests by a comple- 
mentary liberty. Even if a husband de- 


serts his wife and sets up a new or un- 


known domicile, it is held that his domicile 
remains her domicile. Should the wife 
become a deserter, no reciprocal control 
of the husband’s domicile follows. 

Mrs. Whittic asked the committee to 
report favorably this bill to the Legisla- 
ture. All speakers on the Domicile bill 
were warmly applauded by the large audi- 
ence filling the Senate Chamber. 


HEN Senator Fearon called for those 

opposing the jury bill, a representa- 
tive of the Citizens’ Union of New York 
City appeared briefly, stating his organi- 
zation endorsed the Domicile bill, but 
favored an amendment to the Jury bill, 
which would provide that “persons neces- 
sarily occupied at home with the care of 
their children under ten years of age or 
of ill or invalided persons” would be ex- 
empt from jury service. 

The case for jury service took nearly 
two hours, during which every conceivable 
argument for this bill was presented in a 
convincing manner. Senator Fearon and 
Mr. Jenks fired many questions at the 
speakers, challenging their claims that 
women on juries would result in fairer 
verdicts or would-benefit either justice or 
the women serving. Senator Fearon said 
he knew of not one instance where a fairer 
verdict on the evidence could be rendered 
than the one returned by the jury, con- 
stituted as it is under the present law by 
men. He added that his commi‘tee did 
not feel that it should put the burden of 
jury service on the women of New York 
State, and that the women of his district 
did not want it. Yet, of the many women 
present not one spoke against this bill, 
nor even asked for only permissive jury 


service, and many represented large 
women’s organizations of the State which 


had gone on record in favor of a manda- 
tory jury service bill for women. 

Mrs. Olive Stott Gabriel, speaking for 
the Woman’s Party toward the end of the 
hearing, aptly summed up the situation 
as follows: | 


“Mr. Chairman and Members 
of the Committee: 


“T deem it a great honor to appear for 


the National Woman's Party on behalf 


Equal Rights 


of the jury bill for women. Inasmuch 
as there was no opposition registered 
against the bill, I plead with you as a 
jury, since you are the first line in the 
Legislature to pass on the question of 
whether or not this bill shall become a 
law. 

“With regard to the wisdom of having 
women on juries, you may be interested 
in hearing the story my sister once told 
me when she was serving on a jury in an- 
other State. One man who had been 
called as a juror was asked ‘whether or 
not the fact that the defendant was a 
young and beautiful woman would in- 
fluence him in rendering a decision. He 
replied, “I belong to the old school of 
gentlemen, and I certainly would be chiv- 
alrous to a woman.” 

“Perhaps you have not lost that sense of 
chivalry, but what we are asking of you, 
who have been elected by votes of both 
women and men, is not chivalry, but jus- 
tice. We feel that since we were given 
political suffrage, we should have what 
you deem liabilities as well as the protec- 
tion that is derived from the ballot.” 


At this point Senator Williams asked 
Mrs. Gabriel what her opinion was in 
regard to having mandatory rather than 
permissive jury service for women. She 
answered : 

“Probably you gentlemen remember the 
time when women were appearing here 
year after year for and against the right 
of suffrage for women. Since the ballot 
was obtained those women who most 
strenuously objected to it have undertaken 
many political duties and responsibilities 
with eagerness and success. Likewise, I 
feel that when women realize it is their 
responsibility to serve on juries under 
mandatory jury service just like men, they 
will live up to their responsibilities in 
every respect. 

„J appreciate the care with which your 
committee guards legislation enacted for 
the protection of the great Empire State. 
Personally, I believe in women and feel 
assured that a mandatory jury service 
bill for women in this State would work 
successfully. I am a member of the Na- 
tional Association of Women Lawyers, 
and the National Confederation of 
Zonta, both associations having members 
throughout the Union, and practically 
every woman belonging to either of these 
stands for jury service for women.” 

Mrs. Whittic answered the committee’s 
question as to how women with small 
children or pressing home duties could 
serve on juries by calling attention to a 
clause already in the law which, after 
exempting thirty-eight classes of men on 
the basis of occupation, offers further re- 
lease from this duty “if, for any other 
reason, the interest of the people or of the 
juror will be materially affected; or the 
health of the people or of the juror will 
be injured; or he is personally incapaci- 
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tated, for any reason, from exercising the 
obligations of a juror.” 
“Attorney-generals,” she added, “and 
judges in States where women serve on 
juries have issued abundant testimony to 
the effect that women jurors are capable 
and entirely satisfactory in criminal as 
well as in civil cases, that they are fair 
and accurate in weighing evidence, that 
women of ability are willing to serve, and 
that anticipated difficulties by reason of 
domestic duties are largely imaginary. 


“In New York State commissioners of 
jurors have been complaining for years of 
their inability to get intelligent and com- 
petent men to serve on jury. The practices 
resorted to by talesmen of character in 
evading jury summons is a public dis- 
grace. At the same time representatives 
of half the voters of this State have been 
for years petitioning the Legislature to 
extend the privilege to them. Yet this 
vast reservoir of material competent to 
revitalize the jury system remains un- 
tapped. 

“Women serve on juries in 21 States, in- 
cluding Arkansas, California, Delaware, 


Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisi- 


ana, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, 
New Jersey, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Utah, Wash- 
ington, Wisconsin and the District of Co- 
lumbia, and three provinces of Alaska. 
Why not in New York?” 

The case for the guardianship bill was 
materially strengthened by letters in 
favor of it from judges throughout the 
State, received by Mrs. Whittic in reply 
to a questionnaire sent out by her. These 
judges included Supreme Court Justices 
Townsend Scudder, Appellate Division, 
Second Department; Leon C. Rhodes, 
Binghamton; John Ford, First District; 
and Thomas C. T. Crain, New York City; 
County Judges and Surrogates Milton 
Carter, Lewis County, Bertram L. New- 
man, Elmira; Hubert C. Stratton, Che- 
nango County; Otto A. Rozalsky, Nassau 
County; James C. Dolan, St. Lawrence 
County; George H. Furman, Suffolk 
County; William E. Thorpe, Greene 
County; and Surrogate John Sadler, 
Onondaga County; and Juvenile Court 
Judges, former Judge Dugan, Albany; 
Harold F. Porter, Jefferson County; 
Parker F. Scripture, Oneida County; 
George E. Judge, Buffalo; and Leo H. 
Yehle, Syracuse. 

Justice Crain’s letter of February 11, 
1929, to Mrs. Whittic is typical, in which 
he writes: 

“T am in receipt of your very kind letter 
of February 7, enclosing Senate bill en- 
titled ‘An Act to amend the domestic 
relations law, in relation to guardianship 
and parental rights,’ and in reply to the 
questions therein enumerated, I take 
pleasure in answering the same as fol- 
lows: 


„1. Since the child’s services and earn- | 


ings, also damages for the loss of the same, 
are awarded by law to the father as a 
recompense for his support, should, in 
your opinion, a complementary right to 
such services and earnings and damages 
be given to the mother as recompense for 
her labor and personal care in the child’s 
maintenance? 


“Answer. Yes. 


“2. Since a percentage of fathers, act- 
ing as guardians, abscond or misappro- 
priate the child’s earning and awards for 
damages, depriving the child of proper 
benefit thereof, would not, in your opin- 
ion, the welfare of the child be better 
secured to the State if both parents are 
made rightful guardians? 


“Answer. Yes. 


“3. Do you approve the enclosed bill? 

“Answer, Yes.” 

The guardianship hearing was cut short 
by Senator Williams, who presided. He 
stated that he was entirely for the bill, 
and so, he felt sure, were his committee. 


RS. WHITTIC explained that the 
Woman’s Party is “attempting in 
this bill to have recognized in law that 
the mother by her labor in hours spent as 
nurse, nursemaid, dietitian, seamstress, 
tutor and in other pursuits in the interest 
of the child actually furnishes support of 
the child and should be protected in her 
parental right to receive recompense for 
such hours of labor in such pursuits just 
as the father is so protected because of his 
monetary contribution to the child’s sup- 
port. Any estimated value placed on the 
labor of the mother subtracts a like sum 
from the monetary responsibility of the 
father as guardian. For example, a clergy- 
man who is superintendent of the Meth- 
odist Orphanage at Canastota, New York, 
states that the value of a mother to a 
child, when such mother care is provided 
by paid help in his institution is $113 a 
month. (Quoted from Syracuse Post- 
Standard) : 

“The welfare of the child is even a more 
basic object of the Guardianship bill, for 
it will be much better secured if both 
parents are made guardians of the child. 

“A majority of States now have an 
equal guardianship law, and New York 
should be added to the list.” 

To give those not present at the hear- 
ing an idea of how convincingly the 
women presented their case, it is only nec- 
essary to quote from Lieutenant Governor 
Herbert H. Lehman’s address before the 
Men’s Club of the Temple Adath Yeshurun 
in Syracuse on February 28, in which he 
said : 

“A series of important bills have been 
introduced concerning the responsibilities, 
rights and privileges of women. One bill 
provides for granting to both father and 
mother equal guardianship of the child’s 
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person and property. Another bill pro- 
vides that a wife may have, for purposes 
of voting, a domicile separate from her 
husband. At present, as you, of course, 
know, a wife can vote only from the resi- 
dence of her husband, wherever that resi- 
dence may be situated. In other words, 
if her husband for personal, business or 
other legitimate reason has to move away 
from his home, his wife, unless she accom- 
pany him, loses her vote. It would appear 
to me that these two bills should commend 
themselves universally. 

“There is another bill which evoked 
great interest. I refer to the bill granting 
jury service to women. By the way, in 
the presentation of this bill, as well as in 
other bills affecting women referred to 
above, I was greatly impressed not only 
by the interest shown by women, but by 
their intelligent presentation of their case 
and their great knowledge of the con- 
tents of the bills. 


“The place of women in the State has 
been recognized for the past ten years. 
Women pay taxes; they can hold any office 
within the gift of the State. I am glad to 
say that they, so far as I know, have all 
the other duties and privileges of citizens 
save that of serving on juries. I do not 
think that this right should be given to 
them as a privilege, but rather as a duty 
which the State may expect of its citizens. 
I place this bill in the game category with 
that of the Equal Guardianship Bill and 
the Separate Domicile Bill.” 

Mrs. Whittic, who planned the Woman’s 
Party’s support of its three bills, is the 
one responsible for so successful a hear- 
ing. Her evidence was detailed and thor- 
ough, and she was able to answer cor- 
rectly every question put to her by the 
committee. Her ability in itself spoke 
in favor of women. 

All arrangements for receiving the 
speakers in Albany were in the capable 
hands of Anne Birrell Clark, Christine 
Birrell, and Grace Kay Long. Before the 
hearing a luncheon of fifty people was 
held at the DeWitt Clinton Hotel in honor 
of Mme. Walska and Mrs. John Adams 
Warner, daughter of former Governor 
Smith. Others at the speakers’ table were 
Hon. Rhoda Fox Graves, Mrs. Whittic, 
Mrs. Marcus M. Marks, and Miriam Albee 
Schindler, vice-chairman of the Albany 
County Republican Committee. Woman’s 
Party banners of purple, white and gold 
attractively decorated the luncheon room. 

Governor Roosevelt was greeted by 
Mme. Walska immediately following her 
arrival in Albany, during a private ten- 
minute audience. Following the luncheon, 
all present formed a deputation to the 
Governor, who cordially received and 
shook hands with them just before the 
hearing. Grace Kay Long introduced the 
deputation. 
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Connecticut Agitated Over Equal Rights 


HE introduction of three specific 

Equal Rights bills in the Connecti- 

cut Legislature, at the instance of 
Elsie Hill of Redding, is causing wide 
controversy at public gatherings and in 
the newspapers, mostly quite favorable to 
the measures. 

The Legislature, however, is not as fa- 
vorable as the press, and a committee has 
reported the domicile bill unfavorably, 
Representative Epaphroditus Peck writ- 
ing the unfavorable report. 

A hearing on the bill providing for 
equality between men and women as to 
jury service will be held on March 20. 
A hearing on the bill prohibiting discrimi- 
nations against women teachers in the 
public schools was held on March 7, with 
teachers appearing in favor of it and 
school boards appearing against it. Com- 
missioner of Education A. B. Meredith 
opposed the bill for full equality between 
men and women teachers. The secretary 
of the Hartford School Board, a woman, 
and the president of the Waterbury Teach- 
ers’ Association, a woman also, appeared 
for the bill. 

At the hearing on the domicile bill, Rep- 
resentative Peck, member of the Judiciary 
Committee, asked Miss Hill at the out- 
set of her statement whether her proposed 
bill was not unnecessary in view of the 
recent decision in the “Torlonia” case. 


Miss Hill stated that she understood the 


“Torlonia” case decision related to the 
question of a married woman’s right to 
a choice of domicile only for purposes of 
seeking a divorce. She then asked Repre- 
sentative Peck. whether that decision also 
gave to married women the right to a 
choice of domicile for all purposes other 
than divorce. Representative Peck re- 
plied before the committee that the deci- 
sion covered, of course, only one point, 


and Miss Hill then stated that in order 


to remove all doubt and to secure for 
women in Connecticut Equal Rights with 
their husbands to a choice of domicile 
for all purposes, the Connecticut State 
Branch of the National Woman’s Party 
asked the committee to report favorably 
the bill providing: | 
The domicile of a married woman 
shall be established by the same facts 
and rules of law as that of any other 
person for the purposes of voting, 
office-holding, testacy, intestacy, jury 
service, taxation, suing and being 
sued, and relations with the govern- 
ment.” 

Miss Hill, who is acting chairman of 
the Connecticut State Branch of the 
Woman’s Party, then wrote Representa- 
tive Peck as follows: 

“Your letter of February 22, in response 
to my night letter of the eighteenth 
reached me today. 

“Repeated reading of your letter fails 


\ 


to disclose an answer to the question I 
telegraphed you. May I therefore put 
the question to you again in another form. 

“Suppose this case: Mary Jones is 
30 years old. She has her domicile in 
Bristol, Connecticut. She owns her home 
in Bristol, Connecticut. She has lived in 
that home all her life. She intends to 
abide there all the rest of her life. John 
Smith is 35 years old. He has his domi- 
cile in California. He owns a home in 
California. He intends that home to be 
his permanent home for the rest of his 
life. Mary Jones and John Smith decide 
to marry each other. The marriage cere- 
mony is to take place at the home of Mary 
Jones in Bristol, Connecticut. Just be- 
fore the ceremony Mary tells her wedding 
guests that she does not intend to give up 
her domicile in Bristol and that she does 
not intend to take the California domicile 
of her husband as her domicile. John 
Smith tells the guests that he intends to 
keep his domicile in California, and that 
he does not want Mary Jones to give up 
her domicile in Bristol, Connecticut. The 
wedding ceremony is performed. Imme- 
diately after the ceremony Mary Jones 
tells the guests that her domicile is right 
there in Bristol. John Smith repeats his 
statement that he wants Mary Jones to 
retain her domicile in Bristol and that he 
retains his domicile in California. They 
leave immediately for a honeymoon in 
Italy. 

“My question, Judge Peck, to you now 
is: Where is Mary Jones domiciled, in 
Bristol, Connecticut, or has the law of 
Connecticut changed her domicile so that 
she is now domiciled in California? 

“In your textbook on Domestic Rela- 
tions (Second Edition, 1920, page 190) 


you say that when the husband changes. 


his domicile, ‘his change of domicile today 
changes hers.’ (i. e., the wife’s). 

“My question to you is: Does your 
statement represent the law of Connecti- 
cut today? 

“In your letter (of February 22), para- 
graph one, you say: ‘I did not think that 
it would be useful to you for me to make 
a snap-shot reply without any opportunity 
to think over your question or the answer 
which should be made.’ 

“May I ask if it required less thinking 
to make your unfavorable report from 
the Judiciary Committee to the Legisla- 


ture, on the Married Woman's Domicile . 


Bill, than, to answer my simple question 
on the principle involved therein? 

“Was it fair to the women of Connecti- 
cut, who are seeking Equal Rights before 
the law for you to make a ‘snap-shot’ re- 
port to the Legislature which defeated 
the Married Woman’s Domicile Bill with- 


in twenty-four hours after the hearing 


before the Judiciary Committee? 
“The law of Connecticut is by no means 


as liberal as your letter would seem to 
indicate. On some future occasion other 
points that you mention will be taken up. 

“We of the National Woman’s Party 
sincerely hope that your pride in what 
you call the liberality of Connecticut to- 
ward women in certain instances will lead 
you to assist us in bringing that so-called 
liberality up to the full measure of jus- 
tice—equality of opportunity, rights, and 
duties before the law.” 


R EPRESENTATIVE EPAHPRODITUS PECK 
replied to Miss Hill in the following 
letter dated March 2: 

“T suppose that when a citizen appears 
before a committee of the Legislature to 
advocate a bill, it is really required of 
the citizen to convince the committee, and 
does not become the duty of the commit- 
tee to convince the citizen of the propriety 
of their action. However, I do not wish 
to appear to shirk your cross-examination, 
and will therefore endeavor to answer 
your questions. 

“I believe, however, that this fills the 
full measure of courtesy which is required 
of me, and I shall not undertake to con- 
tinue the correspondence further. 

„J think on the facts which you state 
the legal domicile of Mary would be in 
California. The situation is, as you state 
it, that Mary, about to marry a man who 
lives in California and who intends to 
continue to live there, states to her 
friends that she intends to maintain her 
domicile in Connecticut, and after the 
marriage states again that her domicile is 
in Connecticut. Between these two in- 
formal declarations she formally declares 
before the minister or magistrate that 
she takes John for her husband and will 
live with him in the marriage relation. 
I suppose that her formal declaration to 
this effect would take precedence of her 
informal remarks to her friends. 

“This question seems to involve the 
same fallacy as your argument before did. 
Domicile, as I understand the law, is fixed 
by a person’s actual residence; and I do 
not understand, as you seem to, that a 
person who has his or her actual home and 
family relations in one State can establish 
or maintain a domicile in another State 
by the mere expression of a desire to do so. 

“IT think the statement from my text- 
book which you quoted does represent the 
law of Connecticut today. Of course for 
a fuller statement of the situation you 
should include also page 189, the first 
two sentences of 191, and pages 192 and 
193. 

“It did not take any time at all for my- 
self or any other member of the Judiciary 
Committee to decide as to the merits of 
the bill which you presented. It did, how- 
ever, take some thought to answer reason- 
ably the general questions of law which 
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you thought yourself entitled to ask me 
to answer. 

“In my opinion general rhetorical decla- 
rations of principles, with no definite ap- 
plication to particular states of fact, are 
very seldom wise legislation because they 
throw the entire law into uncertainty and 
debate, and have to be made definite by 
court decisions applying them to the sev- 
eral States of fact that may atese. 

“Necessarily the law on any subject, 
whether established by decisions of the 
courts or by acts of the Legislature, must 
be in conformity to the opinions and con- 
duct of the people in general, and not to 
that of a few who place themselves in 
opposition to the general opinion. Modern 
opinion goes pretty far in permitting 
those who differ widely in opinion or prac- 
tice from the great majority of their fel- 
low-citizens to maintain their own sepa- 
rate ideas and practices without inter- 


ference; but it hardly follows from that 
that the law must be made to conform to 
the opinion of one person if contrary to 
that of ninety-nine others. In my opinion 
a lamentable case of departure from that 
rule was in the legislation procured from 
Congress by your party by which the 
nationality of a married woman is sepa- 
rate from that of her husband. This has 
brought trouble and in some cases very 
tragic situations to thousands of women, 
and I suppose has gratified the wishes of 
a very small number of women whose 
ideas differ from those of the great ma- 
jority of their fellows. 


“Tt does not seem possible for a man , 
and & woman to establish the marriage 


relation without creating some degree of 
unity and common life between them. I 
know that in a few conspicuous cases 
there have been marriages where each of 
the parties proposes to maintain their 
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separate residence, carry on their sepa- 
rate business, and establish no marital 
home, but occasionally ‘make a date.’ 

“That seems to be the case with Mary 
Jones, mentioned in your first question. 
But so long as the women who desire to 
do that are only one in a million, the 
Legislatures can hardly be expected to 
base the statute law on that theory.” 

Does it not seem curious that Repre- 
sentative Epaphroditus Peck could not 
see that, under the measure advocated by 
Miss Hill, any woman who went to Con- 
necticut or left that State to live with her 
husband would acquire her domicile ex- 
actly as her husband does—by the place in 
which she lives? . 


OLLOWING an address by Miss Hill, 

a group of women meeting in Green- 

wich adopting resolutions in favor of all 
three Equal Rights measures. 


Mabel Vernon Stirs Baltimore Audience 


Mabel Vernon, national executive 
secretary of the National Woman’s 
Party, at the Open Forum in the Hippo- 
drome Theatre, Sunday, March 3, to speak 
on “Do Women Want Equality?” 
George Dobbin Penniman, one of the 
prominent attorneys of Baltimore, in 
introducing Miss Vernon, described her 
part in the fight for the freedom of women. 
Mr. Penniman recommended to the audi- 
ence that they make themselves familiar 
with the history of the work of the Na- 
tional Woman’s Party by reading “Jailed 
for Freedom” and “The Story of the Wom- 
an’s Party.” Mr. Penniman said after 


B ALTIMORE very gladly welcomed 


reading these histories he felt that Miss 


Vernon might be regarded as the Stone- 
wall Jackson of the movement—the one 
sent where there were difficulties to be 
met and a breach to be filled. 


Miss Vernon first said she felt a sense 
of shame that the question “Do Women 
Want Equality” could be asked, since the 
very asking implies that women are satis- 
fied with an inferior position. She said 
she could not speak for all women, but 
she could answer that large numbers of 
women do want equality and are deter- 
mined to have it, as is proved by the 
courage and persistence with which the 
woman movement has been carried for- 
ward for centuries and as is now demon- 
strated by the existence of the Woman’s 
Party which has for its one object the 
gaining of complete equality for women in 
all pursuits of life. 

Miss Vernon said there are masses of 
women unorganized and inarticulate who 


want equality, and told of her experi- 


ences in small towns through the country 
where women had come to her after a 
speech on the Woman’s Party saying they 
had long felt and thought these things, 


By Florence Elizabeth Kennard, 
Secretary of the Maryland Branch of the 
National Woman's Party 


but they had never said them and now 
heard them said for the first time. 

In dealing with discriminations against 
women in the laws, Miss Vernon said 
these are not dead things but definitely 
affect the lives of thousands of women. 
She told a case which had come to her 
knowledge when she was in the State 
of Washington several years ago. 

A woman in Tacoma, while crossing the 
street, was struck by an automobile and 


so severely injured that it was necessary 


to amputate her leg. She entered suit 
against the automobile driver for $10,000. 
When it appeared that she would succeed 
in getting at least a part of this amount, 
she was informed that her husband has 
settled the suit out of court. 
he have the right to do this? she asked. 
„J was the one who was injured.” She 
was told that her husband had the right 
to settle the case, for, according to the 
laws of Washington, the husband is en- 
titled to control and dispose of monies 
received for injuries to the wife. She 


later learned he had accepted a settle- 


ment of $350. 

When Miss Vernon told of this case at 
a meeting in Tacoma, she learned the 
sequel to the story—the husband had used 
the $350 to procure a divorce and be 
remarried. 

It must be said in justice to Washing- 
ton, however, Miss Vernon added, that 
the Supreme Court of the State reversed 


the decision of the lower court in this 


case, but solely on the ground that the 
husband had not been living with his 


wife at the time of the accident and there- 


fore forfeited his right to collect damages. 
Miss Vernon explained that a case like 


“How can 


the Washington one might happen and 
does happen in other States, for in prac- 
tically every State the husband has the 
right to sue and collect damages when 
the wife is injured. 


In discussing so-called “protective” 
legislation for women alone, Miss Vernon 
said that labor leaders who speak frankly 
and honestly will admit that they want 
laws restricting women workers as a 
means of decreasing the number of women 
in industry and thus cutting down com- 
petition between men and women. 


“No solution of the problems of indus- 
try is to be found in laws applying to 
women alone,” Miss Vernon declared. 

“Men and women meeting on an equal 
basis must work out these problems. 
Trade unions must give to women work- 
ers complete equality, equal recognition, 
and equal power. Whatever industrial 
legislation is enacted must be based on 
the conditions of the industry, not on 
sex.” 

Throughout Miss Vernon’s entire ad- 
dress, the most perfect stillness prevailed. 
The large audience composed of more 
men than women listened with an intent- 
ness that was unusual. When the speech 
was finished and the time arrived for 
questions, the flood gates broke loose and 
the platform was deluged with queries 
dealing with the subject from all angles. 

One of the first to arise was a man who, 
in a ringing voice, said he was a member 
of the Maryland Legislature. He was 
interested in bills before that body spon- 
sored by the Woman’s Party and he 
should like to ask the following questions: 

“Do you believe that the ladies should 
bear equal responsibility with the men?” 

“Do you believe that the decisions of the 
Domestic Courts should apply equally to 
women as well as men?” 

“Do you believe that the decisions of the 
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Criminal Courts should apply equally to 
women as well as men?” 

Miss Vernon answered simply, “Yes” 
to each one of these questions. This legis- 
lator later announced he had pledged his 
support to the equal guardianship bill 
now before the Maryland Legislature. 

One of the questions asked was: “The 
Bar Association of Baltimore recently re- 
fused to admit women lawyers to its mem- 
bership. Had this happened elsewhere 
and what do you think about it?” 

‘Mr. Penniman, the chairman, answered 
this question as follows: 


“The Bar Association of Baltimore has 
always been more or less conservative and 
has felt that the admission of women in 
the body would be a restraint to the mem- 
bers in some of their gatherings. How- 
ever, there are more and more women com- 
ing before the Bar in Baltimore and they 
are making good. I predict that within 
a year or so women will be admitted to 
membership.” 

Then followed a perfect fusillade of 
questions with two or three people on the 
floor at one time, dealing with unemploy- 
ment. Miss Vernon answered them all 


Equal Rights 


in a way which appeared to win practi- 
cally unanimous support and finally a 
man in the audience rose and asked what 
organization men could join to help wom- 
en win Equal Rights. 

The meeting lasted two hours and a 
half, with interest unabated to the very 
end. The speaker and a group of work- 
ers were the last to leave and in the lobby 
of the theatre were besieged with ques- 
tions and arguments by an interested 
group, until finally the porter said, “Scuse 
me, ladies and gents, but I’se just haft to 
lock the doors.” 


News from the Field 


At University of Maryland 

ABEL VERNON, national executive 
secretary of the National Woman’s 
Party, will address a class of some 230 
students in a course on Problems of Citi- 
zenship at the University of Maryland on 
March 20. She will talk on the status of 

women and the Feminist movement. 


Jury Service Bill Reported 
Hoses jury service bill sponsored by the 
Delaware State Branch of the Na- 
tional Woman’s Party was reported out 
of committee on its merits on March 6, 
writes Florence Bayard Hilles, acting 
State chairman. Mrs. Hilles hopes to see 
the bill placing the determination of a 
married woman’s legal residence on the 
same basis as that of a man’s or an un- 
married woman’s reported soon. 
Mrs. Hilles spoke on March 7 before the 
Pomona Grange on the jury service bill. 


Asked About Equality 


OSEPHINE CASEY, labor union or- 
J ganizer and worker for Equal Rights 
between men and women, writes that peo- 
ple all through the South are asking about 
equality between men and women. Her 
husband, Jose Kelly, commissioner of the 
Mexican Department of Commerce and 
Labor, is making speeches in the South, 
and in the questioning following each 
speech he is always asked about the status 
of Mexican women, Miss Casey says, and 
“in reply he gets in a splendid story for 
equality. The audience always seems to 
understand.” 


Massachusetts Teeming With Activity 
HE Massachusetts State Committee 
of the National Woman’s Party is very 

actively working for Equal Rights in the 
Bay State. Marjorie Gillis of Boston has 
been engaged as organizer to build up the 
State committee and to help with the leg- 
islative work. 

Eleanor Calnan of Methuen, legislative 
chairman of the committee, is working 
very hard for the jury service and equal 


the committee members 
friendly, Miss Lutz writes. After this 


guardianship bills before the State Legis- 
lature. Mrs. H. L. Movius is chairman 


of the committee, and the other members 


are: Alma Lutz, secretary; Genevieve 
Fuller, treasurer; Jessica Henderson, 
Lillah Bearse Gray, and A. Marguerite 
Smith. 


Anita Pollitzer, one of the vice-chair- 
men of the National Council of the 
Woman’s Party, visited Massachusetts 
the last week in February with her hus- 
band, Elie Charlier Edson, press repre- 
sentative of Morris Gest. Miss Pollitzer 
spoke before the Political Science Club at 
Lynn on February 27, and stimulated 
great interest and some controversy over 
Equal Rights. Mrs. Henderson writes to 
National Headquarters, “She held her 
audience, as always, and won sympa- 
thizers and applause.” 


As a result, members of other clubs 
present at the meeting expressed a desire 
for speakers on Equal Rights before their 
clubs, and asked for Equal Rights litera- 
ture. 


Mrs. Henderson and Miss Calnan ap- 
peared before a legislative committee on 
the bill sponsored by the Massachusetts 
State Committee of the Woman’s Party 
providing that the mother and the father 
shall have Equal Rights to the services 
and earnings of minor children and 
equality in suits for damages to minor 
children. There was no opposition, and 
seemed very 


hearing was over they went to the hear- 
ing on the jury bill. Miss Calnan spoke, 
and Mrs. Henderson and Mrs. Fuller 


asked to be recorded as favoring the bill 


establishing jury service for women. The 
Massachusetts State Committee of the Na- 
tional Woman’s Party appeared with the 
Massachusetts League of Women Voters 
for the jury service bill. Despite the 
great interest in the jury service bill, evi- 
denced by the presence of some 250 women 
at the hearing, the lower House of the 
Massachusetts Legislature has rejected 
the measure. 


Zonta Hears Debate 

ABEL VERNON, national executive 

secretary of the National Woman's 

Party, and Ethel Smith, secretary of the 

National Women’s Trade Union League, © 

debated the Equal Rights Amendment be- 

fore the Zonta Club of Washington, D. C., 
on March 6. 


Miss Smith’s chief plea to the Zonta 
women—business women who are execu- 
tives or owners of their own business, and 
professional women—was that, as busi- 
ness and professional women, they are 
not affected by laws restricting women 
in industry. This is a matter for the in- 
dustrial women to decide for themselves, 
Miss Smith said, and urged that “those 
not involved in such legislation keep 
hands off.” | 


Miss Vernon replied that, once the 
principle of special laws for women is 
recognized, it is impossible to tell where 
the application of these laws will stop. 
She cited the case in California where an 
attempt was made to extend the present 
eight-hour law, applying to women in in- 
dustry only, to business and professional 
women, Only the excellent work of the 
business and professional women of Cali 
fornia prevented this extension of the 
law which would have been so disastrous 
to business and professional women. 


Miss Vernon also said that special laws, 
for women only, affect not only industrial, 
business, and professional women, but the 
status of all women. 


She pointed out that industrial women 
themselves are opposing special labor 
laws applicable only to them, citing the 
numerous efforts made in New York to 
have women in different industries ex- 
empted from the law prohibiting the work 
of women at night, some of them suc- 
cessful, and other exemptions still being 
fought for by women in industry. 
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